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Abstract 
This article is the second in a series of three which describes the journey on which the 
Queensland University of Technology embarked to redevelop our evaluation practices in the 
interest of improving the quality of learning and teaching. The paper provides insights into: 
how the previous evaluation system operated and why it needed to change; the emergence 
and early development of the new project; and formulation of a conceptual framework 
identifying key dimensions of evaluation. It then compares the draft framework with other 
conceptualisations and models of evaluation identified in the literature to determine its 
validity and suitability for supporting QUT’s plans for the future. Given that the project 
followed Seldin’s evidence-based, practice-led process, the findings are presented in the 
belief that QUT’s experience is broadly applicable to other institutions which may be 
contemplating change in relation to the evaluation of learning and teaching.  
Keywords 
Quality; stakeholder engagement; innovation; student feedback; pedagogy; organisational 
change; reframe. 
Introduction 
  Evaluation is acknowledged as being an extremely complex domain. According to Scriven 
(1991, pp. 4-5), it is ‘the process whose duty is the systematic and objective determination of 
merit, worth or value. Without such a process, there is no way to distinguish the worthwhile 
from the worthless’. As such, evaluation involves two key components: 1) collecting data 
using measurement tools into which relevant criteria are embedded; and 2) using the results 
for judgment or decision-making purposes, with reference to agreed-on standards. In order to 
arrive at valid, useful information, Scriven explains that the evaluator has to know how to 
reduce facts and values to evaluative conclusions, a process which involves confronting the 
hard questions concerning ‘what facts, what values, how reduced, how valid, how credible?’ 
(p. 8).  
  In the higher education sector, some institution’s evaluation practices have unfortunately 
failed to follow Scriven’s best-practice principles, and so, have been criticised for: having 
unclear purposes and principles; ignoring the complexity and changing nature of learning and 
teaching, and the environments in which they occur; focusing almost exclusively on student 
ratings of individual teachers working in classroom settings; lacking reliability and validity; 
using data for inappropriate purposes; and being more about accountability and marketing 
than improvement of learning and teaching (Abrami, Rosenfeld, & Dedic, 2007; Arreola, 
2007; Berk, 2005; Blackmore, 2009; Cannon, 2001; Darwin, 2011; Johnson & Ryan, 2000; 
Marsh, 2007; Theall & Feldman, 2007).  
  In response to similar criticism from stakeholders (specifically students and teaching staff), 
the Queensland University of Technology (QUT) embarked on a journey to transform the 
University’s approach to the evaluation of learning and teaching. To ensure we followed a 
practical and consultative process, we used Seldin’s (2004a) six steps for reviewing and 
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implementing evaluation programs to guide our journey. Thus as a case study of our 
institution’s experiences in reviewing and transforming our evaluation practices, the 
objectives of this paper are to:  
describe the instigators for change and their significance;  
outline the formulation of a conceptual framework identifying key dimensions of evaluation; 
and  
compare the draft framework with other conceptualisations and models of evaluation 
identified in the literature to determine its validity and suitability for supporting QUT’s plans 
for the future.  
  We believe that by sharing our experiences other universities will benefit from the insights 
which we’ve gained and can learn from the lessons we’ve learnt.     
Methodology 
  QUT’s approach to investigating, appraising and improving its current system of evaluation 
of learning and teaching is underpinned by action research methodology which is described 
by Kemmis and McTaggart (1988, p. 5) as ‘a form of collective self-reflective enquiry 
undertaken by participants in order to improve the rationality and justice of their own social 
or educational practices as well as their understanding of these practices and the situations in 
which they are carried out’. Typically, action research arises from concerns identified by a 
group and adheres to a cycle in which researchers and participants collaboratively plan, act, 
observe and reflect, and then start the sequence again. It is a dynamic process in which these 
four phases may be understood, not as static self-contained steps, but rather as moments in a 
repeating spiral (pp. 9-15).  
  On a practical note, the process followed by QUT is in line with research-based guidelines 
for achieving change in evaluation programs, as recommended by Seldin (2004a, pp.11-14). 
As a practitioner with decades of experience in the field, Seldin suggests that in reviewing 
evaluation programs, institutions should follow a series of carefully planned steps to ensure 
the successful implantation of the evaluation program. He suggests that institutions should:  
Examine the Givens: consider the reasons for contemplating change by examining the level of 
organisational commitment, expectations and timeframes, the adequacy of human and 
financial resources, and the importance of redesigning the system.  
Select a Development Group: include people who are knowledgeable in the area, committed 
to change, credible, and representative of administrative and academic staff.  
Review Institutional Evaluation Practices: the first task for the development group is to 
review existing policies and practices, seek feedback on what is and is not working, and 
consider institutional philosophy, organisational climate and legal issues.  
Evaluate the Organizational Context: given that evaluation systems do not operate in a 
vacuum but interact with all parts of the university, the next step is to assess the 
organisational context to understand the importance of developing a program that is: 
consistent with the institution’s philosophy, practices and academic work patterns; 
administered at a high level; positively linked with rewards for tenure and promotion; and 
actively and publicly supported by top-level administrators and academic leaders.  
Develop a Redesigned Program: at this point, the development group should have sufficient 
information about the givens and contextual factors to redesign the evaluation program 
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(including the redrafting of policies and procedures), and then test the measurement, 
feedback, developmental needs, and monitoring loop. 
Use Open Communication: in order to win acceptance and fully and candidly explain the 
proposed system to stakeholders, the final but ongoing step is to use open communication—
plans must be openly arrived at, fully explained and widely publicised. Every doubt must be 
fully resolved and every question answered satisfactorily. Open forums are identified as 
being especially helpful for providing updates, analysing progress, obtaining feedback, and 
for raising staff awareness of the proposed new system and associated policies and 
procedures.  
  Action research methodology and Seldin’s evidence-based, practice-led process approach 
are in keeping with QUT’s culture and real world focus and both are consistent with the QUT 
Quality Framework  (Queensland University of Technology (QUT), 2011b). Underpinned by 
the Quality Improvement Cycle of Approach, Deployment, Results and Improvement 
(ADRI), the Framework provides a systematic, structured means of assessing and continually 
improving performance at all levels and providing insights into future needs.  
Step 1: Examination of the givens – the triggers for change 
  In 2007, in response to recommendations from an internal review of teaching quality and 
support, QUT introduced an evaluation policy and system which aimed to ensure that 
individual units of study and teaching were reviewed and improved at regular intervals. A 
pivotal part of the process was implementation of the Learning Experience Survey (LEX), a 
web-based, standardised instrument, designed to collect feedback from students on their 
experience of units of study and those who taught them.  
  LEX consisted of two separate surveys: the ‘Unit’ survey which sought feedback from 
students about their units of study; and the ‘Teaching’ survey which sought feedback from 
students about their teacher’s academic expertise, skills and attitudes, and overall satisfaction 
with the teaching. Students could complete either or both of the surveys or elect not to 
participate at all. Each unit was evaluated at every delivery during a calendar year, with the 
exception of research and exchange units. All students enrolled at the time the surveys were 
deployed were invited to participate and were offered incentives to do so. LEX was opened in 
week 10 of each semester and remained available for four weeks. Student confidentiality was 
assured by a set of institutionally mandated protocols which guaranteed that qualitative data 
was not be displayed when there were less than six respondents and that neither qualitative 
nor quantitative data was released when there were less than six students enrolled in a unit. 
While quantitative data was published one week after the survey closed, written feedback was 
made available to teaching staff only after academic results had been finalised. Statistical data 
was published at both the whole-of-unit and sub-cohort levels through Individual Course 
Reports, which were accessible to all staff in the institution. Given the sensitivities 
surrounding feedback on teaching, these results were restricted to the individual academic, 
their line supervisor and key management staff, and only aggregated teaching data was 
published at the course, school or institutional level. Specialist support staff and a nominee 
from each faculty were available to assist academics with issues related to accessing the 
survey or results (Queensland University of Technology (QUT), 2011a).  
  While institution-wide implementation of LEX and associated policies and protocols 
represented a significant step forward in the University’s approach to evaluation, over time it 
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became clear that there were shortcomings with this system. Feedback from staff indicated 
that although there was general acceptance of the need to collect feedback from students, they 
believed there was over-reliance on results from a single survey and that the approach was 
not contributing to the improvement of units of study or teaching. Importantly, they perceived 
that the system was being imposed on them, rather than working for them, and this was 
leading to dissatisfaction and lack of engagement with the process. Heads of Schools and 
teaching staff questioned the value of running a survey for every unit of study in every 
teaching period, believing that such frequency only served to undermine the effectiveness of 
the approach. For students, the links between the survey and the quality of their learning 
experiences remained unclear and deployment at the end of the semester was considered to be 
unhelpful and too late to stimulate change for current students. 
After two years of implementation, a limited review conducted in 2009 made a series of 
recommendations which had the potential to improve and enhance the system and outcomes 
for students and staff. But, due to internal and external constraints, only limited modifications 
were made. This meant that fundamental issues with LEX were not addressed, and so, the 
system remained inflexible. Teaching staff response strategies to students’ feedback were 
also applied sporadically and inconsistently across the university. This added to the students’ 
increased sense of dissatisfaction with the system (Queensland University of Technology 
(QUT), 2009). In spite of increased marketing and communication activities designed to 
increase students’ response rates, the response rates fell from 40% in 2007 to 30% in 2010. 
Therefore, stakeholders questioned the purpose, validity and value of the survey.  
  Another significant trigger for change came in 2010 following a routinely scheduled review 
of sections of the University’s Manual of Policies and Procedures (Queensland University of 
Technology (QUT), 2011b), specifically those relating to the evaluation of teaching quality 
(B/9.7) and the evaluation of courses, units, teaching and student experience (C/4.7.2). The 
working party charged with developing protocols to support the enactment of the evaluation 
policy determined that, while the policy was robust and encouraged the use of multiple 
sources of evidence, in practice the institution supported only LEX, a single mechanism 
providing feedback from a single source, namely, students. Of particular concern was the 
over-reliance by sections of the university on results generated by LEX for professional 
performance and improvement purposes. At the same time, further feedback from Executive 
Deans, Assistant Deans (Teaching and Learning), Heads of Schools and academic staff added 
to the weight of evidence suggesting that a more comprehensive approach was required 
(Queensland University of Technology (QUT), 2010). From a financial and systems point of 
view, it was estimated that future needs could be more effectively met by installing a new 
system rather than modifying the existing one (Queensland University of Technology (QUT), 
2010). 
  Therefore, in response to these considerable triggers for change, the Vice-Chancellor agreed 
that QUT needed to transform its approach to the evaluation of learning and teaching, and so, 
approved funding for the ‘Evaluating Units and Teaching Enhancement Project’ and 
identified this work, after surveying staff, as one of the top 10 priorities for 2011 to improve 
QUT’s business practices.  
Step 2: Selection of a Development Group – the project team (and reference group) 
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  Under the leadership of the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Learning and Teaching) and the Dean 
of Studies, a small project team was established to begin the process of change. The project 
team members were drawn from the Learning and Teaching Unit, the business owners of the 
University’s evaluation policy and protocols, to ensure that the team members were 
knowledgeable in the past practices which did not work and were favourably oriented to the 
transformation task.  
  Aiming to increase the validity of the project and ensure there was consultative 
representation from key academic and professional stakeholders, a reference group was also 
established and grew out of the 2010 working party. The role of the reference group was to 
provide the project team with a user-perspective on potential enhancements to the evaluation 
system, and to identify, review and consolidate resources supporting the implementation of 
the evaluation policies (Queensland University of Technology (QUT), 2010). To ensure that 
the reference group would be provided with opportunities to have meaningful input into the 
process and were kept informed of progress, a project wiki and email account were 
established and regular meetings were scheduled. As an institutional requirement, the project 
team would regularly report to, and seek feedback and approval from the QUT Council, the 
Vice-Chancellor’s Advisory Committee, the University’s Academic Board and the University 
Learning and Teaching Committee. The student voice was obtained through these various 
committees via the student representatives.   
Step 3: Further review of Institutional Evaluation Policies and Practices 
  Since the 2010 review of the University’s evaluation-related policies was a significant 
trigger for change, the project team simply revisited the findings from that working party and 
used those recommendations to elicit further actions for the Project. We knew that these 
policies were robust and encouraged the use of multiple sources of evidence, and upon 
further instigation, found that across the university teaching staff often used informal 
evaluation practices to better capture feedback from their students. So clearly, there was a 
mismatch from policies to protocols to practice. That is, the informal evaluation practices 
arose because LEX, the tool by which to enact the policies, was in fact too rigid and deployed 
too late in the semester to be meaningful or useful to teaching staff. At this point, it was clear 
to the project team that it was the evaluation system, comprised of the protocols and the 
university’s evaluation tool, LEX, was problematic.      
  Because LEX was identified as being particularly problematic, the next step in the project 
was to examine the use of student evaluation systems in the Australian university sector and 
conduct a review of the national and international literature as a means of providing QUT 
with a scholarly base from which to consider its future approach (Alderman, Towers, & 
Bannah, 2012). The findings confirmed that internal student feedback practices in Australian 
universities are idiosyncratic, most lack validity and reliability, and there is no single 
exemplary model or applicable benchmarking tool. While there was general acceptance of 
student feedback as an important source of evidence in relation to learning and teaching, 
overwhelmingly, the national and international literature confirmed the need for institutions 
to move beyond market-driven and satisfaction approaches to develop broad programs of 
evaluation in which a valid, reliable, multidimensional and useful student feedback survey 
constitutes just one part. Overall, the study confirmed that universities should aim to develop 
systems that are tailored for specific purposes, are developed with input from stakeholders, 
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foster staff and student engagement with the process, facilitate continuous improvement, and 
contribute to a more diverse but holistic approach to evaluation of learning and teaching.  
Step 4: Re-evaluation of our Organisational Context – our shifting needs 
  Assessment of the institutional context was also revisited via a series of meeting and 
discussions with stakeholders.  After considering feedback from stakeholders, reference 
group members, and the findings of the literature review and environmental scan, the project 
team arrived at a series of general principles and desirable attributes for a revised evaluation 
system. These general principles and desirable attributes were considered as those which best 
met the needs of the University and could potentially interact with all parts of the university. 
  Establishing the purpose of the transformed evaluation system was also paramount as this 
would influence the sources of data, the type of information collected, the depth of analysis, 
and the dissemination of findings. After extensive discussion, it was agreed that the main 
purposes of evaluation should be in line with those suggested by Marsh (2007) and Seldin 
(2004). That is, to provide diagnostic feedback for both staff and students, summative 
feedback as a basis for personnel decisions, data for use in internal and external quality 
assurance processes, and data for used in research. The overarching purpose should then be 
established to help QUT know how well it was doing in terms of learning and teaching, and 
be in line with the University’s Quality Framework, identify elements that it should reflect 
upon, review and improve.  
  It was also envisaged that there should be a shift from a single point of view to multiple 
perspectives, from the part to the whole, and from the individual ‘me’ to the shared ‘we’. A 
revised system should be flexible rather than rigid, deploy a sophisticated suite of tools as 
distinct from the previous single instrument which was LEX, and be risk-averse, purpose-
based and conducive to improvement. Instead of being centred on the unit and the individual 
teacher, the focus should broaden to include the teaching, the teaching team and the student 
role in learning. Furthermore, the new system should be relational and customisable, 
integrated rather than segmented, useful to the individual academic, teaching teams and the 
institution, be led by stakeholders, and be enacted by staff rather than imposed on them.  
Step 5: Development of a Redesigned Program – REFRAMING our evaluation system  
  Reflecting on the above and taking into account QUT’s organisational context and external 
expectations and requirements, the project team facilitated the development of a grounded 
conceptual framework for evaluation of learning and teaching for contemporary purposes. 
The development of the conceptual framework was initiated by the reference group who 
provided feedback through lively discussion, group activities, and written responses 
submitted at the meetings or via the project email account. In response, the project team 
refined and clarified the dimensions embodied in the framework drawing upon the broad 
evaluation instrument literature and took steps to find a simpler, yet all-encompassing 
expression of what it was trying to achieve. ‘REFRAME’ became the new name for the 
project and the framework, a shift that suggested refashioning of past perspectives and 
adoption of a more forward-looking, positive approach.  
 
Figure 1. REFRAME: draft conceptual framework  
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 The draft framework was constructed around dimensions relating to the Teacher, Unit, 
Teaching and Learner/ing. In this model, the term ‘teacher’ refers to the individual and 
incorporates their capabilities and behaviours, and their role’s contribution to learning and 
teaching—what they, as academics, know, do and contribute. ‘Teaching’ refers to the enacted 
curriculum, the processes and strategies used by the teacher or teaching team to lead, 
facilitate and monitor learning, according to the design of the unit of study or course—what is 
done to deliver the curriculum. ‘Unit’ encompasses the intended curriculum and incorporates 
the principle of constructive alignment between learning outcomes, learning and teaching 
activities and assessment tasks. ‘Learning’ refers to the experienced curriculum including the 
processes employed and outcomes achieved by ‘learners’ through the acquisition and 
application of new knowledge and skills. Each of these dimensions was then analysed in 
terms of the elements that could be evaluated, the purpose and timing of data collection, 
triggers for evaluation and potential sources of evidence.  
Step 6: Usage of Open Communication – the roadshows 
  In July 2011, REFRAME was presented to the broader academic community at roadshows 
held at each major campus. The roadshows attracted more than 100 staff, at each event, who 
engaged with the process by participating in the question and answer exchanges during the 
open forum, contributed online or via handwritten comments. Overwhelming support was 
given to moving from reliance on LEX, which represented a singular stakeholder voice, to a 
broader focus on the dimensions identified in the draft framework. They also appreciated 
hearing that the executive arm of the institution was open to debate on issues relating to the 
validity, flexibility and delivery of the student survey and the need to develop new 
approaches with the capacity to access multiple voices. Some were challenged by the 
magnitude of the shift in thinking and expressed concern about how the institution would 
transition from the flawed but familiar LEX, to REFRAME which was an unknown quantity. 
In particular, they wanted to know how data would be used and whether the new system 
would meet their expectations and needs.  
Given that the draft conceptual framework was favourably received by the reference group, 
attendees at the roadshows, open feedback from staff and the executive, the next step in the 
process was to consider it in relation to more specific scholarly literature in the field of 
evaluation in higher education. The following section identifies a number of models and 
research-based conceptualisations of evaluation of learning and teaching against which the 
validity and robustness of the draft framework were tested and subsequently refined.  
A Comparative Literature Analysis to Determine Validity and Suitability of REFRAME 
  A number of authors present research-based models of systems for evaluating teaching 
effectiveness and practical guidelines for designing, building and implementing them. 
Arreola’s ‘meta-professional model’ (2007) acknowledges that academic teaching is complex 
and demands experience and skills in areas beyond the traditional requirements of content 
expertise and research. His rubric defines over 20 skill sets that are called into play as 
academics pursue their responsibilities in teaching, scholarly and creative activities, 
professional and community service, and administration. The intention of this model is to 
encourage institutions to ascertain the values that will guide the evaluation process and 
determine what should be measured, define the roles that are encompassed by the model, 
specify performance measures, determine appropriate sources of information, decide how 
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information should be gathered, design or select forms, protocols and rating scales, and 
devise a composite rating system.  
  Arreola argues that the design of the system must be based on and reflect the values, 
priorities, traditions, culture and mission of the institution and suggests that, if this is not the 
case, it is unlikely to be accepted by staff or function appropriately from an administrative 
perspective. He points out the pitfalls of studying what other institutions have done and 
applying a ‘best practice’ approach to evaluation, suggesting that this can become a trap that 
ultimately derails an institution’s efforts to develop an effective system (pp. xvi-xvii). 
Importantly, he emphasises the need to link evaluation and professional development 
programs, the rule of thumb being that, if a specific performance is to be evaluated, resources 
must be available to enable the academic to gain expertise and proficiency in the skills being 
measured. He cautions that if the two are not linked, the evaluation system will be viewed by 
staff as being primarily punitive in intent. In relation to purpose, he argues that a successful 
system must provide meaningful feedback to guide professional growth and summative 
information on which to base personnel decisions (xxii). 
  Seldin also presents a practical model of evaluation which aims to enable the institution to 
build a three-dimensional, relatively accurate picture of teacher effectiveness. He argues that 
while no single source of data can provide adequate information for both formative and 
summative purposes, data from a number of different sources has the potential to provide a 
more solid foundation for reflection and development by staff and for decision-making by 
administrators. The point of difference with this approach is the emphasis Seldin puts on the 
need to gather information from multiple sources using multiple methods.  
  The teacher, teaching and multiple sources of evidence are also the focus of a paper by Berk 
(2005, p. 49). He recommends a ‘unified conceptualisation’ of teacher effectiveness, whereby 
evidence is collected from a variety of sources and used to construct a more comprehensive 
picture of an academic’s performance than is possible using any single source of information. 
He suggests that by triangulating three or more different sources of evidence, the strengths of 
each can compensate for the weaknesses of the others and thereby lead to a more valid and 
reliable system of evaluation. He emphasises the need for institutions not only to address 
what is to be measured and how it should be measured, but also to discriminate carefully 
between sources of evidence and use them appropriately, depending on the purpose. Berk 
critically analyses and makes recommendations in relation to 12 separate sources of evidence 
which encompass multiple stakeholders and types of measures that can variously be used for 
formative, summative or program purposes. In making brief suggestions for transforming the 
unified conceptualisation into action he emphasises that the accuracy of evaluation decisions 
hinge on the integrity of the process and the reliability and validity of the evidence that is 
collected. 
  While all of the above focus on the individual teacher and the potential for evaluation to 
improve their teaching effectiveness, Cannon broadens the scope of evaluation to include the 
context in which the teaching takes place. He makes the case for a ‘contextually integrated 
system’ in which evaluation is constructively aligned, according to principles described by 
Biggs (2003), and integrated both vertically and horizontally. Cannon explains that vertical 
integration refers to the way evaluation is carried out and data is reported; and that horizontal 
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integration occurs when the information derived from an evaluation is used in a planned, 
strategic way.  
  An even broader approach is described by Lee (2007) who implemented an institutional-
change model into which evaluation was embedded. In response to consistently poor 
feedback from students at a large Australian research intensive university, he sought to turn 
this situation around by initiating a wide-ranging project designed to elevate the culture and 
quality of learning and teaching across the institution. While a major aim of the program was 
to improve completion rates and rankings in internal and external student evaluation surveys, 
poor results were viewed as symptoms of underlying issues, rather than as problems in 
themselves. Steps taken to change the culture included devising and promoting a philosophy 
of learning and teaching, formulating guidelines on learning that inform teaching, promoting 
engagement by staff and students, encouraging academics to adopt reflective practice, 
actively supporting their professional development, offering grants and fellowships, and 
fostering communities of practice. The success of Lee’s approach is supported by the 
improvement in external student survey results over a six year period, and improved staff 
morale. While Lee provides only general information about evaluation at the university, he 
clearly demonstrates the need for institutions to take a holistic, systemic approach to quality 
assurance in learning and teaching and move the focus from teaching to student learning.  
Student learning outcomes are central to a research-based framework developed by Entwistle 
(2003, p. 1) as part of a large project aimed at enhancing teaching-learning environments in 
British undergraduate courses. In this model, the multiple influences that affect student 
learning are integrated into a conceptual framework, in which the focal point is the quality of 
learning achieved. Incorporating concepts relating to the learner, the teacher, the teaching and 
the curriculum, the framework demonstrates the dynamics that impact on learning outcomes. 
Student focused-influences include past experiences, which are reflected in existing 
knowledge and characteristics, approaches to learning and studying, and perceptions of the 
learning-teaching environment. As a means of identifying the quality of learning and 
teaching, Entwistle (pp. 3-4) refers to students’ and teachers’ ‘ways of thinking and practising 
in the subject’, which can be expressed in specific terms within each subject area and in 
relation to pedagogic thinking. Teachers’ ways of thinking and practising are strongly 
influenced by their own experiences as well as by colleagues, institutional priorities, policies 
and requirements, and by the teaching ethos of the school. They are also affected by outside 
pressures from both the academic community and professional accreditation bodies. In turn, 
teachers’ ways of thinking and practising impact on what students are expected to learn and 
understand, the way material is selected, organised, presented and assessed, and the manner 
in which the teaching-learning environment is designed and implemented. Importantly, 
Entwistle’s framework is informed by Biggs’ notion of constructive alignment, which links 
the curriculum, the learning-teaching environment and activities, and intended learning 
outcomes. In a subsequent paper, Entwistle (2007) suggests that generic ideas about 
approaches to teaching should always be interpreted within a specific disciplinary context, 
and that institutions should develop practical models to guide action and stimulate academics 
to think imaginatively about their own teaching.  
  On a broad, practical note, Harvey (2008, 2010) emphasises the need for internal quality 
assurance systems to focus on processes that encourage improvement, maximise self-
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evaluation and prospective action, fit everyday practices of academics, and facilitate 
transformative learning in students. Importantly, he states that quality assurance processes 
should suit the needs of the institution rather than those of external bodies, the purpose should 
align with internal learning, teaching and research approaches, and purpose rather than 
methods should be articulated to stakeholders. He suggests that to be effective, a quality 
assurance system should have a clear purpose, a clear underpinning philosophy, clear 
outcomes and appropriate methods of achieving them. The system should be efficient, 
minimising cost and disruption, effective, identifying a limited number of desired outcomes, 
and targeted and transparent, not attempting to do everything or replicate external processes. 
Ideally systems and processes should involve leadership and delegated authority rather than 
management, enable ownership by stakeholders, encourage teamwork, establish a suspicion-
free context, and lead to dissemination of good practice. 
QUT response 
  After analysing and reflecting on the above evidence, concepts and models, the conceptual 
framework to guide evaluation at QUT was refined. A significant change was particularly 
influenced by Entwistle’s conceptual model of influences on student learning, it separated the 
‘Learner’ from ‘Learning’ and positioned the ‘Quality of learning achieved’ at the centre of 
the revised framework. In the earlier version, the curriculum was envisaged as comprising the 
unit (intended curriculum), teaching (enacted curriculum) and learning (experienced 
curriculum). In the revised framework, ‘Curriculum’ is represented as a separate dimension 
but one which is constructively aligned with the others and dependent on them for the 
achievement of learning goals. This emphasis is consistent with QUT’s policy definition of 
curriculum which is considered to be:  
… far more than a list of content to be mastered, or a list of units in sequence. It is a learning 
environment: a planned arrangement of space, time, resources, people and ideas…. It is 
designed to assist students to achieve particular desired learning outcomes of a course. 
Students and teachers both contribute to the human dimension of the learning environment, 
but the teacher’s role as a learning leader is particularly important. (Queensland University of 
Technology (QUT), 2011b). 
 
Figure 2. REFRAME revised conceptual framework after Entwistle (2007) 
 
In a practical sense, each dimension incorporates variables, many of which lend themselves 
to measures or scales that could be applied for evaluation purposes. For example variables 
relating to the ‘Learner’ include: reason for embarking on a particular unit or course of study; 
entry requirements; prior knowledge and skills; approaches to studying and learning (e.g. 
deep or surface approach, monitoring study, organised studying, effort management); 
motivation; engagement; expectations; and perceptions of the learning and teaching 
environment (e.g. aims, organisation, alignment; encouraging learning; assessment, 
assignments and feedback; supportive climate esp. from staff; evoking interest and showing 
relevance) (Entwistle, 2003, pp. 2-3).  
  The term ‘Teacher’ refers to the individual or teaching team and incorporates conceptions of 
teaching, pedagogical ways of thinking and practising,  and what they know, do and 
contribute to learning and teaching. Measurable or observable elements of the teacher include 
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subject knowledge, qualifications, professional development activities, teaching style, 
scholarship of learning and teaching, and communication and leadership skills.  As described 
earlier in relation to the draft framework of evaluation, ‘Teaching’ involves the strategies, 
tactics and processes employed by the teacher or teaching team to lead, facilitate and monitor 
learning, according to the design of the course or unit of study, in other words, what is done 
to deliver the curriculum. Teaching is influenced by factors that may be beyond the control of 
the teacher or their knowledge and dispositions, such as the physical and technological 
environments, timetabling, mode of delivery (e.g. face-to-face, online, block, distance 
education), learning and teaching approaches (e.g. problem based learning, simulation, 
studio, work integrated learning), and administrative, technical and allied support (pp. 4-6).  
  More than any of the other dimensions, the ‘Curriculum’ is within institutional control and 
is what students have in common (Kift, Nelson, & Clarke, 2010). It may be evaluated using 
measures and scales relating to external accreditation, internal review, course design and 
cohesion, unit design, and approaches to elements such as first year experience, capstone 
units and work integrated learning.  
‘Quality of learning achieved’ incorporates the development of fundamental concepts and 
skills, higher order understanding and skills and appropriate ways of thinking and practising 
in the chosen field of study (Entwistle, 2003, pp. 3-4), elements that may be gauged in a 
variety of ways. Formal measures include assessment results, unit progression, course 
completion, employment, progression to research and higher degrees, appeals by students, 
and institutional feedback surveys.  
  The intention of REFRAME is that the conceptual framework will operate in tandem with  a 
user-interface designed to present evaluation as a suite of valid, useful, accessible, user-
friendly tools with the potential to benefit staff and lead to improved learning outcomes for 
students. As suggested by Entwistle (2007) and Harvey (2008, 2010), such developments will 
take account of the needs of specific disciplines and of the institution as a whole, the purpose 
of each method of evaluation will be clearly articulated, and the process will stimulate 
reflective practice by academics and result in practical models to guide action. To this end, 
the next phase in the project will aim to maintain or revise existing methods of evaluation, 
identify and explore new evidence-based methods, invite stakeholders to contribute ideas 
from their own research or experience, and develop sub-projects from these or other 
initiatives. At the same time, the next stage will focus on phasing out LEX, firming timelines 
for introduction of the new system, developing new protocols to support it, and devising 
centrally supported strategies for collecting, analysing, reporting and applying quantitative 
and qualitative data. Importantly, it will also involve the development of an ongoing action 
cycle to facilitate continuous improvement in learning and teaching at QUT. 
Conclusion 
  This paper has described the steps taken by QUT to revise and add depth to its approach to 
the evaluation of learning and teaching in the belief that the experience is broadly applicable 
to other institutions contemplating change. It demonstrates that the approach being taken is 
informed by: research and practice; aligns with and reflects QUT values, traditions, mission 
and culture; is led by stakeholders; and is focused on facilitating ongoing improvement in 
learning and teaching. Guided by findings from the evaluation literature, QUT’s intention is 
to build and implement a holistic system of evaluation which is flexible and user friendly, 
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takes account of multiple purposes, sources and methods of evaluation, triangulates data, is 
contextually integrated, and is applied across the whole of the institution. As integral 
elements of an ongoing action research cycle, the framework, the scholarly literature, 
stakeholder feedback and lessons learnt in practice will continue to inform QUT’s approach 
to evaluation and ensure that it adapts appropriately to internal changes and future 
developments in the higher education environment.  
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